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IAKOVOS KAMBANELLIS’ THE SUPPER:  
HETEROTOPIA, INTERTEXTUALITY AND METATHEATER IN A 
MODERN TRAGIC TRILOGY
Vayos Liapis
The aim of this paper is to throw new light on Iakovos Kambanellis’ trilogy The Sup-
per (Ὁ ∆εῖπνος) by analyzing its intertextual relations to ancient Greek tragedies 
about the Atreid myth, by exploring its metatheatrical aspects, and by discussing its 
construction of theatrical space as a heterotopia. Kambanellis’ trilogy is shot through 
with metatheatrical devices (role-play, make-believe action, references to dramatic 
convention) and with sustained references (explicit, oblique or cleverly distorted) to 
ancient Greek tragic versions of the Atreid myth. The trilogy’s elaborate and sophis-
ticated fusion of lived reality and dramatic fiction is enhanced by its construction of 
space as a heterotopia, a locus that is at once physically real and phantasmatic.
 q
Iakovos Kambanellis’ trilogy The Supper (Ὁ ∆εῖπνος) was first staged in 1992-1993 at Néa Skiní (New Stage) of the National Theater of Greece. It consists of Letter to Orestes (Γράμμα στόν Ὀρέστη), The Supper (Ὁ 
∆εῖπνος), and Thebes Byway (Πάροδος Θηβῶν). The trilogy is obviously and 
explicitly intertextual, in that it draws its themes and characters from ancient 
Greek tragedy (especially Aeschylus’ Oresteia, Sophocles’ Electra, Oedipus 
Tyrannus and Antigone, and Euripides’ Electra and Iphigenia in Tauris) and 
attempts to construct, against that backdrop, an alternative—more humane, 
as well as more ironical—(re)vision of tragic myth.1 Closely tied to its inter-
1. On Kambanellis’ engagement with Greek antiquity in general see Georgia Ladogianni 402-
12. For a detailed intertextual reading of Letter to Orestes and The Supper see Foteini Sakella-
ropoulou (2008); for a similar reading of Thebes Byway see Vasilis Tassis (2008). On the Atreid 
myth in modern (including modern Greek) theater see Nikiforos Papandreou 11-17. Especially 
on the reception of Sophoclean drama in modern Greek theater see Theodoros Grammatas, 
“The Way of Sophocles.”
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textual make-up, the trilogy’s metatheatrical aspects include various forms 
of theatrical self-referentiality and rupturing of dramatic illusion: from role-
playing to various forms of self-conscious unmasking of dramatic convention 
to ritual or ceremonial enactments within the play.2 As Lionel Abel famously 
argued, metatheater is the highest form of theatrical self-consciousness: it 
foregrounds the world of dramatic artifice as against the “real world,” and 
prioritizes the human-made order of dramatic structure over the ultimate 
order often assumed to obtain in the “real world”; as a result, “the reality 
of the world is mortally affected, illusion becomes inseparable from reality” 
(153, 183). Moreover, by laying bare and calling attention to the semiotic 
infrastructure of performance, metatheater “reminds the audience of the 
duality of the theater experience, the phenomenological fluctuation between 
[theatrical] illusion and the audience’s appreciation of the mechanics and 
conventions of illusion” (Ringer 8).3 We shall see that role-playing, make-
believe action, references to dramatic convention, and ritual enactments are 
all present in Kambanellis’ trilogy, which constructs itself around an elabo-
rate and sophisticated fusion of lived reality and dramatic fiction.
Thirdly, an eminently useful frame within which to explore Kambanellis’ 
revisionist myth-making in The Supper trilogy is the concept of heterotopia, 
famously introduced by Michel Foucault.4 Heterotopias are ambivalent spac-
es: contrary to utopias, they are real, they occupy physical space, and they 
are saturated with qualities (Foucault, 2008 16, 17); at the same time, they 
are phantasmatic, insofar as they “have the curious property of being in rela-
tion with all the other sites, but in such a way as to suspend, neutralize, or 
invert the set of relations designated, mirrored, or reflected by them” (17). 
Heterotopic places “are outside of all places, even though they are actually 
localizable” (17). More specifically, heterotopias “are spaces in which an al-
ternative social ordering is performed” (Hetherington 40)—that is, again, 
ambivalent loci, which both emanate from and challenge established con-
structions of social order. These “counter-sites” simultaneously represent, 
contest, and invert those other equally real sites that are part of the normal 
and normative social space. As such, they “are set up to fascinate and to 
horrify, to try and make use of the limits of our imagination, our desires, 
our fears and our sense of power/powerlessness” (40). These heterotopic 
2. For the various forms of metatheater enumerated above see Mark Ringer 7-8, on whose 
phraseology I have drawn.
3. For a survey of research on metatheater from the 1960s onwards, with special emphasis on 
metatheater in Greek tragedy, see again Ringer 11-19. For criticisms of Abel’s concepts, espe-
cially in the context of Greek and Roman drama, see Thomas G. Rosenmeyer (2002).
4. See Foucault, “Des espaces autres,” for an unrevised version of his lecture notes for a talk 
given in March 1967. The earliest English translation is that by Jay Miskowiec (see Foucault 
1986); the quotations used in the present paper come from the more recent (and more accu-
rate) translation by Lieven De Cauter and Michiel Dehaene (Foucault 2008).
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qualities are embodied, according to Foucault, in such apparently disparate 
spaces as the prison, the psychiatric asylum, the cemetery—but also the gar-
den, cinema, and the theater. Sites in the former group are often called “het-
erotopias of deviance,” and function as “instruments of normalization” that 
either “discipline the bodies of those that do not conform” (prisons, psychi-
atric clinics) or insulate bodies deemed marginal (cemeteries). By contrast, 
sites in the latter group belong to the “heterotopias of illusion,” which “seem 
to be places of wish fulfillment that offer possibilities for subversion, hetero-
geneity and excess, the opposite of normalization” (Heynen 317).5
True, Foucault has little to say about the theater as a heterotopic space—
although his concept of heterotopia has spawned a number of studies on the-
ater and performance, among other things.6 He singles out “the rectangle of 
the stage” as a locus capable of bringing on “a whole series of places that are 
alien to one another”—just as heterotopias in general have “the power to jux-
tapose in a single real place several spaces, several emplacements that are in 
themselves incompatible” (Foucault 2008 19). More than this tangential refer-
ence to the theater as a heterotopic site, it is Foucault’s central image of the 
mirror as an ambivalent combination of both the utopic and the heterotopic 
that can be applied, much more fruitfully, to the theater. For Foucault, the 
mirror is “a place without a place,” and therefore a utopia: idols in the mirror 
are situated in an unreal, virtual space, in which the true subject of vision is 
physically absent but also made visible. However, the mirror is also a heteroto-
pia, since it is a real object occupying physical space, which nonetheless reveals 
the subject’s absence in the place where she physically stands (since she sees 
herself in the virtual space of the mirror), but also enables the subject to direct 
her eyes towards herself and to reconstitute herself where she physically is. 
The heterotopia of the mirror consists in rendering the space occupied by the 
subject “at once absolutely real, connected with all the space that surrounds 
it, and absolutely unreal, since, in order to be perceived, it has to pass through 
this virtual point, which is over there” (Foucault 2008 17). 
Theater is functionally the equivalent of a mirror in the Foucauldian sense. 
It is “a place without a place,” a utopia, insofar as it constructs a fictional, 
dramatic space that is not physically there: the phantasmatic configuration 
of space is a constitutive element of the theater. At the same time, the physi-
cal reality of the stage space, “connected with all the space that surrounds 
5. Further on heterotopias of deviance see Marco Cenzatti (2008), especially, pages 75 and 79; 
on heterotopias of illusion see Shane (2008), especially pages 259, 260, 267-69, and 270. The 
distinction between heterotopias of deviance and heterotopias of illusion by no means exhausts 
the range of meanings of this notoriously fluid term; for a summary of different interpretations 
of “heterotopia” see Hilde Heynen 311-12.
6. See, for instance, Joseph M. Dudley (1992); Sarah Bryant-Bertail (2000); Meiling Cheng 
(2001); Laurel Moffatt (2004); Eleftheria Ioannidou (2010/2011); Juliane Rebentisch (2013); 
Patrick Primavesi (2013).
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it,” enters into a contrapuntal, dynamic relationship not only with the utopic 
space of dramatic fiction but also with the space occupied by the spectators. 
Theatrical space and spectating space depend on each other’s simultane-
ous presence: theatrical space exists only insofar as there is a corresponding 
space inhabited by spectators; and spectating space typically constitutes itself 
around a focal point, which is the theatrical space. Like a mirror, theatrical 
space both eclipses and reconstitutes the spectator:
1.  Qua virtual (dramatic) space, it absorbs the spectator’s gaze into the scenic 
emplacement of dramatic fiction; in this configuration, virtual space be-
comes dominant, extends into spectating space, occupies and even eclipses 
it. 
2.  Qua actual (stage) space, at least to the extent where it remains physically 
distinct from the spectating space, it reflects and redirects the spectator’s 
gaze upon herself; it thereby encourages the spectator to reconstitute her-
self there where she is (I am paraphrasing Foucault 2008: 17).
Like the space occupied by a gazer into a mirror, the space occupied by a 
spectator is “at once absolutely real,” as a physical entity, and “absolutely 
unreal,” insofar as it allows itself to be eclipsed by and absorbed into the sce-
nic space, but also reconstructs itself as spectating space by passing “through 
this virtual point,” the scenic space, “which is over there” (I am paraphras-
ing, again, Foucault 2008 17). This sustained two-way interplay between the-
atrical space (in both its virtual and its physical configurations) and spectat-
ing space will be important for our decoding of Kambanellis’ metatheatrical 
configurations in The Supper trilogy.
As well as being mutually dependent in spatial terms, theatrical space and 
spectating space are also linked to each other in their ambivalent, contra-
dictory construction of time—a construction consisting in a break with the 
conventional conception of time, which Foucault terms heterochronia (2008 
20-26 with n. 21).7 The relative freedom and fluidity of dramatic time stands 
normally in opposition to the limitedness and linearity of conventional spec-
tating time. And it is often the case that dramatic time differs from actual time 
(from the time in which the spectator is positioned), so that when apertures in 
the flow of dramatic time allow for the intrusion of current time (for instance, 
when the two kinds of time coincide), the effect can be destabilizing. We will 
have more to say on this in our discussion of Kambanellis’ Thebes Byway.
In what follows, we shall briefly examine, one by one, the three plays of 
Kambanellis’ The Supper trilogy, with a view to exploring those aspects of 
the plays that have a bearing on the trilogy’s engagement with heterotopia, 
metatheater, and intertextuality.
7. Foucault’s translators (De Cauter and Dehaene) opt for heterochronism, which, however, 
spoils the symmetry with heterotopia.
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I. Letter to Orestes
The heterotopic aspects of the monologue Letter to Orestes are conveyed 
principally through metatheatrical as well as through intertextual means. The 
monologue is delivered by a “Clytemnestra,” who is not the homonymous dra-
matis persona, but an actress rehearsing for the role of Clytemnestra. As the 
introductory stage directions make clear (Kambanellis 25), the monologue 
should be manifestly staged and performed as a piece of metatheater: the 
performance, we are told, should emphasize above all the “make-believe” el-
ement that is inherent in every act of theater.8 Accordingly, the stage should 
be set as if for a rehearsal and should be devoid of all stage objects except for 
“the impromptu and extraneous objects one uses in rehearsals” (25). The ac-
tress delivering the monologue appears onstage holding a cup of coffee and a 
cigarette, sits by a wooden crate that does duty as a table, picks up some of the 
crumpled sheets of paper lying about, places them “‘as if’ haphazardly” on the 
crate and beside it, and starts enunciating slowly and clearly, “as if to confirm 
that what she has written is correctly phrased” (25).
Thus, both stagecraft and delivery work together to establish a sense of theat-
rical artifice: the spectacle offered is not meant to create the illusion of a “slice 
of real life,” but to suggest itself as a theater act that visibly enacts its own mak-
ing—in other words, as a piece of metatheater. The metatheatrical qualities of 
the performance are not an end in themselves: rather, they lay bare the mono-
logue’s intertextual nuts and bolts. The text enunciated by the Clytemnestra 
actress sets itself against the traditional tragic versions of the Atreid myth by im-
plementing a revisionist agenda: it both offers an apologia for “Clytemnestra’s” 
acts (the apologia denied her mythic counterpart by the Greek tragic poets)9 
and it utters a call of despair for Orestes to return before it is too late—before, 
that is, his sister Electra succumbs to matricidal impulses.
In revisiting her past history, Kambanellis’ “Clytemnestra” reminisces about 
having once been an innocent and idealistic young woman, ready to offer and 
enjoy love, even in the context of her arranged marriage with Agamemnon. 
However, her husband, she relates, treated her with open hostility when it 
turned out that she bore him female children rather than the male successor 
8. “Every performance, as we all know, is a convincing ‘supposedly.’ I think that in a staging of 
this monologue, this ‘supposedly,’ in an intensified form, is a necessary precondition” (Kam-
banellis 25).
9. See Kambanellis’ performance notes: “... every time I watched a performance of the Orest-
eia, or of Electra, I always sided with Clytemnestra. It is her that I understood, it is her that I 
justified, I felt her to be discriminated against, and so she became one of my most beloved and 
closest dramatis personae” (19). The Clytemnestra actress emphasizes that this is her chance to 
make her own voice heard: “[I’m afraid] that you [Orestes] may hear only from others, never 
from me, what happened and how it happened... . And how much easier it will be [for Orestes 
to believe rumors hostile to Clytemnestra] when I will no longer be able to speak” (25-26).
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to the throne he was hoping for. As a firstborn child, Electra became the focus 
of her father’s disappointment at his lack of male offspring. As a result, she 
forced herself to renounce her female identity in order to win her father’s ap-
proval and, in the process, she conceived a mortal hatred for her mother and 
everything she represented—including the fact that she gave birth to a female 
child, Electra herself.10
All this is obviously informed by the Jungian notion of the “Electra 
complex”—roughly, the female equivalent of the Oedipus complex, in which 
the girl develops feelings of sexual antagonism against her mother with the fa-
ther as the object of competitive desire, but also remains in a state of unsatis-
fied longing for a father who is perpetually absent.11 The point here, however, 
is that Electra’s handicapped sexuality and her concomitant renunciation of 
her gender in pursuit of a father who is eternally to be awaited, are contrasted 
with the richness, depth, and intensity of her mother’s devotion to her. For 
Kambanellis’ “Clytemnestra” is no longer the Aeschylean manly, power-hun-
gry figure, nor the Sophoclean “non-mother” (“μήτηρ ἀμήτωρ,” Electra 1154), 
who gloats over the supposed death of her only son. If a tragic precursor is 
to be sought for Kambanellis’ figure, this must be the Euripidean Clytem-
nestra, who visits and is prepared to help out her daughter after the latter’s 
supposed childbirth (Electra 998ff.), only to meet her death at the hands of her 
own children. An additional intertextual layer may be provided by Marguerite 
Yourcenar’s play Électre, ou La Chute des masques (1944), in which Clytem-
nestra defends herself and her past acts by relating Agamemnon’s vilely vulgar 
behavior towards her and by claiming that her love for Aegisthus was genuine, 
mutual, and profound (pt. 2; sc. 1).12
An innovative aspect of Letter to Orestes is its image of Aegisthus, who is a far 
cry both from the blustering pretender of Aeschylus and Sophocles and from 
the uxorious underling we find in Euripides. Kambanellis’ Aegisthus is a su-
premely benign and sagacious man, who is exiled by Agamemnon but revoked 
by some Argives at the instigation of Clytemnestra, since he was the only leader 
capable of restoring the ravaged city to anything resembling its former status 
(Kambanellis 33). His only motivation in assuming power at Argos was his 
wish to hand over the city, purged and restored, to the rightful occupant of the 
throne, when the time came. Clytemnestra’s amorous relationship to Aegisthus 
is principally one of loving apprenticeship—she calls him “my teacher, my love, 
my man” (35), and is bound to him by feelings of admiration and gratitude.
10. See Kambanellis on Electra’s self-imposed hatred for her own sex 26, 28-29.
11. For the “Electra complex” see Carl Jung 154-55, 168, 245; see, also, Purnima Mehta 174. 
Kambanellis’ allusions to the “Electra complex” are perhaps mediated by Eugene O’Neill’s 
memorable dramatization of it in the person of Lavinia in Mourning Becomes Electra (1931).
12.  See Yourcenar 55-61. That Kambanellis was actually aware of Yourcenar’s monologue is 
pointed out by Grammatas (“Myth and Intertextuality”) 211.
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True enough, Kambanellis’ revisionist version does not leave out the mur-
der of Agamemnon. The murder, however, is decided upon and perpetrated 
by Clytemnestra alone. Considering that Aegisthus would deem it beneath 
himself to leave Argos in order to avoid Agamemnon’s revenge, and that 
such an eventuality would result in a fight to the death between the two men, 
Clytemnestra decides to strike first, without apprizing Aegisthus of her plans 
(Kambanellis 35). Her hope is that this will be the murder to end all murders 
(“We had vowed that not a single drop of blood should be shed any more” 
35), and so she calls upon Orestes to break free from the cycle of reciprocal 
violence that has (as in the Oresteia) beset his family for generations: “For 
God’s sake, don’t let yourself be carried away by your grandfather’s and your 
father’s foolishness! Free yourself, Orestes” (35).
However, it is at that precise moment that Orestes, guided by Electra, enters 
the stage on tiptoe and, unnoticed by his mother, “raises his hands as if hold-
ing a knife and gets ready to strike her. The lights go off at his final gesture” 
(Kambanellis 36). The dénouement thus remains in suspension: the moment 
of Clytemnestra’s death is not shown onstage (though in the trilogy’s second 
part it will become clear that Clytemnestra has indeed been murdered). Or-
estes’ “final gesture” is at the same time mimetic and non-mimetic, theatrical 
and metatheatrical. Although we are left to surmise, and are later positively 
informed, that “Clytemnestra” does indeed fall under her son’s hands, Or-
estes does not hold an actual knife in his hands, thereby rendering explicit 
the make-believe character of this final act. This final metatheatrical touch 
harks back to the beginning of the play and its comparable nod to explicit 
metatheatricality—the Clytemnestra actress rehearsing her role. More im-
portantly, it rounds off the heterotopic ambivalence between the actual stage 
space and the virtual dramatic space that had been sustained throughout the 
play by means of subtle visual allusions to the possibility of dramatic fiction 
breaking into the actuality of “rehearsal”: for on at least two occasions, the 
Clytemnestra actress had stopped her monologue and turned around as if 
alarmed by an off-stage noise signaling presumably the approach of Orestes 
(26, 29). After all, the device of her undelivered letter to Orestes raises an 
important “what-if’ possibility: what if Orestes had actually been apprised of 
the contents of the letter soon enough? One senses—and The Supper later 
confirms—that things could have taken an altogether different direction.13
Since Letter to Orestes explicitly sets itself up as a piece of metatheater—
delivered by an actress who plays an actress who rehearses the role of Clytem-
nestra—the impending intrusion of the off-stage virtual space into the visible 
stage space is bound to have a disorienting, even disconcerting effect. Τhe 
13. See Georgios Pefanis (Iakovos Kambanellis) 111. As Sakellaropoulou further remarks, the 
undelivered letter in Kambanellis may hark back to Agamemnon’s undelivered letter in Iphige-
nia in Aulis (107-13)—a letter that, if delivered, might have prevented the sacrifice of Iphigenia 
(150-51).
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“actress” who expressly rehearses the role of Clytemnestra may at any mo-
ment dissolve into the dramatic identity she perform—to the point of being 
“killed” by “Orestes.” Thus, as a textual construct, Letter to Orestes is multiply 
heterotopic. It repeatedly incorporates and negates contradictory states of 
(inter)textuality and (meta)theater, between which it perpetually oscillates. 
It is both achieved, qua fixed text, and still in progress, qua presented as a re-
hearsal in which “Clytemnestra” seems often to be making up the letter’s text 
even as she ostensibly reads it aloud (see next paragraph). It is both a piece of 
theatrical mimesis and an act of metatheatrical disillusionment. And it both 
performs and negates intertextuality, insofar as it evokes a number of intertex-
tual (tragic) precedents, which it partly discards (through its revisionist image 
of Clytemnestra) and partly leaves unachieved (at the end of the monologue, 
the matricidal act is neither performed nor unperformed). 
As well as constructing itself around a heterotopic axis, Letter to Orestes is 
also implicitly heterochronic. As a number of critics have pointed out (Gram-
matas, “Myth and Intertextuality” 210; Pefanis, Iakovos Kambanellis 112, 
among others) Clytemnestra seems at once to be writing her letter “now,” in 
the play’s dramatic present, and to be inserting corrections into what looks 
like an already prepared letter. The central piece of stage business, the writ-
ing of the letter, thus spans both past and present, and contracts them into a 
single intermediate dimension that contains and supersedes past and present: 
Clytemnestra seems to be continuing an act already begun in the past but also 
to be embarking on this act in the here and now of the performance.14
II. The Supper
The second part of The Supper trilogy, itself entitled The Supper, presup-
poses and extends the plot and themes of Letter to Orestes. Clytemnestra and 
Aegisthus are dead, murdered by Orestes, who has undergone trial in Athens, 
has travelled to Tauris, and has come back together with his sister Iphigenia 
to Argos, where they have been reunited with Electra. All of this reproduces, 
more or less, the myth as told in Aeschylus’ Choephori and Eumenides, Sopho-
cles’ and Euripides’ Electra plays, and Euripides’ Iphigenia in Tauris.
Kambanellis’ Electra, like her Euripidean precursor, is given a farmer for a 
husband, at Clytemnestra’s initiative—except that Electra’s morganatic mar-
riage is here a means not to avert the birth of legitimate claimants of the throne 
or to prevent Electra’s murder by Aegisthus, as it was in Euripides (Electra 20-
30), but to forestall the further bloodshed threatened by Electra’s matricidal 
plans (Kambanellis 44). In contradistinction to his anonymous counterpart 
in Euripides, Electra’s husband in Kambanellis has a name, Pholos, which 
is no doubt meant to evoke the hospitable Centaur Pholos, who entertained 
14. See further Pefanis (Iakovos Kambanellis) 159-62 on the various temporal levels on which 
Clytemnestra’s monologue situates itself.
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Hercules in his cave offering him wine.15 Indeed, Kambanellis’ Pholos is as 
hospitable as his mythic namesake: he offers a big hearty dinner—signaled by 
relevant stage objects described in the introductory stage directions (“platters, 
carafes, glasses, etc.,” Kambanellis 39)—to the surviving (Orestes, Iphigenia, 
Electra) as well as the dead (Agamemnon, Clytemnestra, Aegisthus, Cassan-
dra) characters of the Atreid myth. The latter are present onstage but remain 
invisible to the living characters; they intervene with interjections and emotive 
comments, which are never heard by the living, thereby throwing the dead 
characters (with the exception of the philosophical Aegisthus) into despair.
The play is imbued with an almost Christian spirit of forgiveness and re-
pentance. Clytemnestra apologizes to Cassandra for her murderous assault, 
assuring her that she has never had anything but compassion and maternal 
love for her (Kambanellis 40). Electra is keen on exculpating Clytemnestra 
of the responsibility for Cassandra’s murder and on declaring (in common 
with Iphigenia) her love for Cassandra (55). Cassandra responds with grateful 
warmth to the young women’s effusions (56), despite her aggressive denuncia-
tion, earlier in the play, of her own murder as an act of utter injustice and of 
the Trojan War as an instrument for the annihilation of countless Trojan men 
and women—whose deaths, she protests, have remained anonymous, whereas 
the sacrifice of Iphigenia is still being lamented (41).
Although affected by the prevailing spirit of repentance and forgiveness, 
Agamemnon remains anxious for his son Orestes to continue to lord it over 
Mycenae. When he realizes that Orestes, together with Electra and Iphigenia, 
intends to depart from Mycenae, he can no longer help venting his power-
hungry indignation:
You have no right to leave Mycenae unoccupied... ! ... Mycenae was there be-
fore my father and my grandfather and my great-grandfather... ! Will you sac-
rifice both its history and its power to your sick selfishness? ... Think twice... 
! If you leave Mycenae, you will be nothing ... worse than Trojan refugees... 
! (Kambanellis 65)
This jarring aspect of Agamemnon’s character, which is further evidenced 
in Electra’s bitter commentaries on her father’s behavior (55, 61), may owe 
something to the virulent satire of Atreid dynastic rule (and of monarchy in 
general) in the 1964 play The Successors by the debutant playwright Vangelis 
Katsanis, in which Agamemnon, though hypocritically dismayed at the pros-
pect of sacrificing his own daughter, is in reality all too keen to perform the 
act in exchange for power and the leadership of the Greeks.16
15. For the details and variants of the ancient myth see Timothy Gantz 390-92.
16. The Greek title Ὅταν οἱ Ἀτρεῖδες ... (“When the Atreids ...”) was Anglicized into The Suc-
cessors by the play’s translators, George Valamvanos and Kenneth MacKinnon (1979). Further 
on Katsanis’ play see Pefanis (“Long Journeys”) 166-67 and Gonda Van Steen 54-59 and, 
especially, 62-82. 
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In tune with his persona in the Greek tragic poets, Kambanellis’ Orestes is 
being racked by remorse. Half-delirious, he does little else but plunge ever 
deeper into self-reproach. He has discovered his mother’s letter to him, which 
he keeps on his person at all times, repeating its opening lines over and over 
again (Kambanellis 45, 50, 51, 57). His only hope for recovery is the presence 
of Iphigenia, miraculously saved from her father’s sacrificial knife and (as we 
have seen) recently returned to Argos from Tauris. However, at the end of the 
play it will become apparent that the promise of delivery from evils embodied 
by Iphigenia’s presence is much more ominous than one may have suspected 
at first. 
Iphigenia soon realizes that the newly found spirit of reconciliation is not 
enough to counter the Atreids’ innate proclivity to intrafamilial violence, which 
she terms “that hereditary and incurable disease of ours” (Kambanellis 61, 
62). The idea that this extreme introversion, which expresses itself as recipro-
cal murder and, in the final analysis, as self-destruction, is a sort of hereditary 
genetic default is deftly underlined by Kambanellis by means of significant 
visual details. For one thing, the play underlines the uncanny physical resem-
blance of Aegisthus to Agamemnon and of Electra to Clytemnestra: Electra 
is thus, implicitly, a second Clytemnestra; and her murder of Aegisthus repli-
cates Clytemnestra’s murder of Agamemnon—indeed, “an ignorant person” 
might mistake the man murdered by Electra for Agamemnon himself (57, 60). 
For another, the idea of the Atreids’ unpreventable relapse into hereditary 
self-destruction is graphically expressed at the level of stage action, when Or-
estes unexpectedly starts re-enacting the matricide, and has Electra play the 
role of Clytemnestra—a gesture provoking the dead Clytemnestra’s horrified 
reaction: “why are you doing this all over again, what’s come upon you?” (62). 
Faced with her family’s incurable propensity towards self-destruction, Iphi-
genia resorts to extreme measures: she secretly poisons her own wine-cup, as 
well as those of Orestes and Electra, so that Orestes may “no longer be hunted 
by anyone” and so that Electra may “sleep without nightmares” (64). Thus, 
Iphigenia finally achieves the objective Clytemnestra had set herself while still 
alive, namely to perpetrate a murder to end all murders and to establish a 
state of permanent reconciliation. Iphigenia’s murderous act is motivated no 
longer by hatred or vengefulness but by “a pure and brave kind of love, the 
only kind that can heal and purify” (68).
The Supper, like Letter to Orestes, begins and ends metatheatrically. Ac-
cording to the introductory stage directions, “this play, too, is meant to be 
performed—with no stage décor and period costumes—in the form of a re-
hearsal” (Kambanellis 39). And at the end, the actor impersonating Aegisthus 
comes forth and delivers, in his persona as an actor (no longer as “Aegist-
hus”), a kind of epilogue on the author’s behalf. It is not the case, he says, that 
the “rehearsal” has been interrupted; it is rather that the play ends somewhat 
abruptly, since the playwright was unable to find the right finishing lines. Al-
though he initially speaks in propria persona, the Aegisthus actor soon slips 
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into the first person plural, as if he actually identified himself with one of the 
play’s characters:
Anyhow, what we have realized here at the rehearsals is that we are perhaps 
the characters of a story, forced by hereditary urge and passion to become the 
vehicle of an absurd and futile cruelty and self-destructiveness ... 
... that perhaps everything lurks inside our house, begins in our house and 
makes its way—even to the Troys of this world, our sole gain being that we 
become refugees inside our own souls ... (68; my emphasis)
The Supper, then, is a self-proclaimed piece of metatheater. However, it al-
lows itself to turn, at least partially, into a re-enactment of dramatic events 
whose effects spill over into reality and reverberate through the lives of the 
real actors. Thus, space in The Supper is articulated around an unresolved 
ambiguity between the real and the virtual, with the latter morphing into the 
former and vice-versa. What starts as metatheater—a rehearsal by actors—
soon gives way to theatrical illusion, sustained by the tangibility of specific 
stage objects—the laden table is emphatically required to be “intensely real” 
in the introductory stage directions (39), by the emotive intensity of the in-
teractions between the characters, and of course by the highly poignant end-
ing. The epilogue shifts the focus back to metatheater, as it is delivered by an 
actor on the author’s behalf; still, it continues to be inhabited by the fictive 
identities of the play’s characters and by the theme of hereditary (hence in-
eluctable) self-destruction that haunts the play’s virtual space.
This unresolved tension between theater and metatheater (on which see 
further Pefanis, Iakovos Kambanellis 48-49) is part of the play’s broader nexus 
of heterotopias. For one thing, the theatrical space of The Supper both per-
forms and contests conventional configurations of space, insofar as it is both 
real and virtual: its oscillation between theatrical fiction and stage reality, with 
its characters who can step in and out of the dramatic space, sets up an inter-
mediate world populated both by real persons and by dramatic personae. For 
another, the coexistence, in The Supper, of living and dead characters creates 
an eerie symbiosis, in which the Beyond encroaches on the world of the living; 
the space thus constructed partakes both of the Under—and of the Upper—
world without fully belonging to either.17 Even the cemetery—the archetypal 
Foucauldian heterotopia—in which the mortal remains of the dead characters 
17. See, for instance, how the dead Clytemnestra is dismayed at her inability to make herself 
heard by the living Iphigenia, although the latter is literally at arm’s reach (Kambanellis 40). 
Towards the end of the play, when Orestes and Electra are about to succumb to the effects 
of the poison administered by Iphigenia, Clytemnestra reaches out and physically embraces 
them (65, 67), thereby bridging the spatial gap between the living and the dead. On the inter-
play between The Supper’s spatial levels (concrete, abstract, mythic) see also Pefanis (Iakovos 
Kambanellis) 48-49. 
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have been interred is not fully realized as a “counter-site”: the bones of the 
dead have been indifferently mixed up by the “merry grave-diggers” employed 
by Electra (Kambanellis 42).18 Finally, the (inter)textual space articulated by 
the play both incorporates and challenges traditional versions of the Atreid 
myth such as those found in the Greek tragic poets: intrafamilial murder is 
both renounced as an affliction of the past and embraced in the dramatic pres-
ent as the only means of deliverance.
In The Supper we also have the first inklings of a kind of heterochronia 
that will become more prominent in the trilogy’s last play, Thebes Byway. 
Throughout the play, the somewhat distant sound of Byzantine chant is 
heard (Kambanellis 39, 49, 50, 65), which provides a distinct and immedi-
ately recognizable soundscape against which the funerary associations of 
“the supper”19 are to be played out. Moreover, about halfway through the 
play, the living characters jointly offer a prayer for the souls of the dead—a 
prayer that is taken, almost word for word, right out of the funeral service 
of the Greek Orthodox Church (Kambanellis 50; Grammatas, “Myth and 
Intertextuality” 215, 225). This is more than a mere anachronism: it is a 
heterochronic device, which aligns the play’s temporal framework to its het-
erotopic structure. The Supper’s dramatic time embraces both the achronic 
temporality of the dead—who are both subject to the depredations of time 
and continue to exist beyond the grave—and the conventional, linear time 
of the living.20 Moreover, the play evolves both in the indeterminate mythic 
past (in the aftermath of the events that sealed the fate of the Atreids) and 
in an equally indeterminate present, in which modern Greek funerary rituals 
can be seamlessly incorporated into the Atreid myth. In the play’s hetero-
topia, the remote mythic past and the familiar present are made to coexist. 
As we saw above, this intrusion of actual time into dramatic time can have 
a disorienting effect, which, in the case of The Supper, is heightened insofar 
as the virtual (dramatic) time of Atreid myth is brought, through the actor’s 
epilogue, into an unsettling proximity with actual time.
18. The “merry grave-diggers” (“κεφάτοι νεκροθάφτες”) are no doubt descended from Hamlet 
(5.1), where the superficially indecorous grave-digger has a deeper insight into matters of life 
and death than Hamlet himself—just as Kambanellis’ grave-diggers, by mixing up the remains 
of the dead, merely render dust to indifferent dust, as the philosophical Aegisthus points out 
(42).
19. The Greek title, Ὁ ∆εῖπνος, is evocative of νεκρόδειπνος (the communal dinner following 
a funeral), as well as of  Ὁ Μυστικὸς ∆εῖπνος, “The Last Supper.” See Sakellaropoulou 153-
54; Walter Puchner 677, 679-80, 867; and Georgia Ladogianni 417.
20.  On the duality of The Supper’s temporal framework see also Pefanis (Iakovos Kambanellis) 
59-63, 112-13, who further detects a third, “ironical” temporal dimension —one in which time 
is both asserted and (self-)cancelled.
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III. Thebes Byway
The title of the trilogy’s concluding play—Πάροδος Θηβῶν (Párodos 
Thevón-Thebes Byway)—is subtly metatheatrical: Parodos means “byway” but 
also evokes the ancient Greek term for the dramatic chorus’ first entrance 
and for the song accompanying that entrance (see Tassis 206-07; Puchner 689, 
867). Indeed, the play is perhaps the most metatheatrical of the entire trilogy. 
It is introduced by an Actor playing the role of a Passer-by, who describes for 
the sake of the audience “the stage set we don’t have”:
it represents a poor rustic house with a large yard hedged around by a dry-
stone wall... . From afar it’s impossible to tell whether it’s a sheepfold or 
a house or an olive storeroom... . This way there are rooms, over there a 
wooden gate, somewhere around here a well... . And also, there are suppos-
edly a few jars scattered here and there, a cartwheel, a tool, a trough ... this 
kind of thing... . (Kambanellis 71)
As the stage set is verbally constructed, and has to be imaginatively pieced 
together by each spectator, who is required to fill in the gaps at the “places 
of indeterminacy” left by the text,21 the play’s metatheatrical constitution 
comes to the forefront. Indeed, it becomes even more prominent a little lat-
er, when the Actor/Passer-by pretends to draw water from the invisible well 
and drink it (72).22 The explicit metatheatricality of the stage action once 
again corresponds to and lays bare the play’s intertextual make-up, which is 
woven principally from elements taken from Sophocles’ Antigone and Oedi-
pus Tyrannus, and twisted in ingenious and ironical ways.
The play’s characters are the Guard, who in Sophocles’ Antigone brings to 
Creon the news of Polynices’ burial and later arrests Antigone herself, and his 
father, the Servant, who in Oedipus Tyrannus was charged with exposing the 
baby Oedipus and, many years later, confirmed that Oedipus was the son and 
murderer of Laius. There are two more stage characters, namely the Guard’s 
wife and their daughter, while there is also talk of a son who has left the fam-
ily house.
The Guard and the Servant are unrelated in Sophocles; their blood relation 
is invented by Kambanellis, in a feat of dramatic craftsmanship, and replicates 
the relations between the members of the Labdacid family, so that the triad 
Servant – Guard – Guard’s children corresponds to the triad Laius – Oedipus 
– Oedipus’ children (Papandreou 17). Consistently submerged in traditional 
tragic narrative, these minor characters now not only take center stage but 
even upstage the royalty that traditionally dominates Greek tragic theater—
those who, in Aristotle’s words, “enjoy great renown and prosperity such as 
21. For the concept of indeterminacy, which induces the reader to participate both in the pro-
duction and in the comprehension of a text, see, for example, Wolfgang Iser 24, 59, 65.
22. On the Actor’s role in breaking the theatrical illusion see also Tassis 191-93, 202.
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Oedipus, Thyestes, and eminent men from such lineages” (Poetics 1453a10-
12; trans. by Halliwell in Halliwell, Russell, and Innes (71)).
Just as it replicates the genealogical scheme of the Labdacids, the Guard’s 
family also reproduces the self-destructive pattern of the royal family, though 
naturally on a humbler scale. Moreover, the recent history of this family is 
interweaved with that of the Labdacids, since (as we realize gradually from 
bits and pieces of dialogue) both the Guard and his father the Servant had a 
crucial role in the downfall of the ruling family. In what starts off, deceptively, 
as a mere domestic spat, the Guard is berated by his wife for having broken to 
Creon the news of Polynices’ illicit burial, thereby contributing to the destruc-
tion of the royal house: Antigone’s arrest and subsequent death led to the sui-
cide of her suitor Haemon, which in turn resulted in the suicide of Eurydice, 
Haemon’s mother.23 The Guard is also accused by his romantically idealistic 
daughter for having obstructed Haemon’s and Antigone’s marriage.
The Guard’s crucial role in bringing down the ruling family has a precedent 
in his father’s revealing Oedipus’ true identity as regicide, patricide, and inces-
tuous husband. The Servant’s motives, it turns out, were both egregiously base 
and characteristic of the self-serving mentalities of contemporary Greeks that 
Kambanellis implicitly satirizes: in return for his informing on Oedipus, the 
Servant secured for his son a job as a government employee (Kambanellis 82-
83). In defending himself, the Servant puts forth a wildly revisionist version of 
the mythic events surrounding the Labdacids: Laius, he claims, was killed not 
by Oedipus but by Creon and his clique; Oedipus never fathered any children 
by Jocasta, who was past childbearing age; Jocasta never committed suicide but 
repaired to her sister’s house on the island of Scyros; and Oedipus, disgusted 
by the Thebans’ treachery and ingratitude, returned to Corinth (87-88).
The Servant’s revisionist version, though apparently absurd, may on further 
reflection appear relatively plausible, since it is partly sewn together from ele-
ments found already in Greek tragedy. For instance, the suspicion that the ac-
cusations of regicide were forged by Creon and Tiresias as part of a conspiracy 
against Oedipus is already voiced by the king himself in Oedipus Tyrannus 
(380-403, 532-82); and Jocasta’s childlessness is a theme found already in Eu-
ripides’ Phoenician Women (13-20). Ingeniously, Kambanellis’ text appears to 
subvert the traditional myth by tentatively putting forward an alternative, ex-
purgated version based on peripheral elements from, again, traditional myth, 
except that such elements are now emphatically foregrounded. In the end, 
however, the Guard’s and the Servant’s revisionist accounts are themselves 
subjected to revisionism, and a most unexpected one at that. Towards the 
end of the play, the Guard’s wife gives the game away, when she takes it upon 
herself to advise her husband on the course of action that is to be taken from 
now on:
23. This sequence of events is related, somewhat allusively, by the Actor/Passerby to the Guard 
in Kambanellis 73-74.
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... now, don’t get mad at me for what I’m going to say ... whatever’s done is 
done, what you should do now is try to find some other job ... you’re clever 
with your hands, you could work as a sandal-maker, a woodcutter, a carver ... 
you could even make things here in the house and sell them downtown ... so 
we need no longer depend on Delphi and on the first comer’s oracles for our daily 
bread... .” (Kambanellis 88; my emphasis)
The seemingly accidental mention of “Delphi” and “oracles” in conjunction 
with the wife’s anxiety about the family’s “daily bread” piece together an en-
tirely unexpected picture. It was the Guard’s family, one suspects, that forged 
or at least manipulated the oracles, which led to the eventual downfall of the 
house of Labdacus. One is now encouraged to review the Labdacid myth un-
der this unexpected light and to conclude that the Guard’s report to Creon 
about Polynices’ burial and the Servant’s account of Oedipus’ past actions 
may also have been invented or cleverly twisted with a view to undermining 
and/or blackmailing the royal family—possibly with a job in the public sector 
as a reward.
In this highly unorthodox version of the Labdacid myth, it is the anonymous 
and the humble that manipulate the high and mighty through ploys, lies, and 
deceit. However, these shadowy protagonists cannot, in the end, help being 
sucked into the vortex of self-destruction that has already swallowed the Lab-
dacids. The Guard’s daughter leaves the house in disgust and goes to The-
bes—a city now in the throes of civil unrest as the royal family’s adversaries 
are trying to take advantage of its downfall (Kambanellis 71, 74)—perhaps to 
look for the brother who has long since left to join the fray at Thebes, and who 
may be, for all we know, already dead. Her father runs after her in despair, 
perhaps to his death amidst the riots, while her mother is left alone to lament 
over the (figurative) ruins of their house.24 Thus, the play’s anonymous cou-
ple, as a result of both commission and omission, lose both their children, as 
Laius and Jocasta once attempted to get rid of their only child, or as Creon led 
Antigone to her death and his own son Haemon to suicide. Once again, the 
apparently inconsequential lives of the poor folk are inextricably intertwined 
with those of the high-powered, the former replicating the patterns that led to 
the destruction of the latter (see Tassis 189-90).
The (inter)textual fluidity of Kambanellis’ text, in which the traditional myth 
is continuously and repeatedly revised, upheld, renegotiated, and refracted in 
the stage action, is paralleled by the construction of the play’s space. Thebes 
Byway is set on the outskirts of Thebes, which is a hybrid of mythic Thebes, 
complete with its palace, temples, and stately mansions—“well known to you, 
mainly from tragedy” (Kambanellis 71)—and the contemporary city of The-
24. Earlier in the play, the Guard’s wife had threatened that, if her daughter were to leave 
the house too, she would hang herself (Kambanellis 82). The implicit correspondence with 
the manner of Jocasta’s death in Oedipus Tyrannus (1263-4; cf. also Antigone 53-54) further 
enhances the parallelisms between the two families.
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bes, suggested by “the public-work shift repairing the streets” (71). This The-
bes hovers in an intermediate space and time between past and present—in 
a heterotopia that is also a heterochronia intermingling spatial and temporal 
markers from both ancient myth and contemporary (modern Greek) reality. 
Again, the heterochronia is no mere anachronistic play for its own sake: the 
fusion of temporal horizons brings out the play’s intertextual constituents and, 
more importantly, raises the disconcerting possibility that the devastating na-
ture of tragic myth, far from being safely contained within a remote past, can 
exert a deleterious influence on everyday people—people who are unsettling-
ly similar to you and me.
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